TIDE ALL SCIENTIST MEETING

Feb. 10 –11, 2005

MEETING SUMMARY

Overview: 


2004 Manipulations:  We effectively fertilized the marsh in proportion to water flux (~70 um N; 5 um P) and removed about of 70% of adult mummichogs (See TIDE web page for Linda’s Overview presentation.)  

Results: The most prominent result was an increase in the S. alterniflora plants and marsh surface invertebrates. S. alterniflora plants look to be a little taller and more robust at Sweeney compared to West (and Clubhead and Nelson, but less so compared to those creeks), and thus have higher production.  Very preliminary assessment of the nitrate concentration over the tidal cycle suggests that nitrate removal occurred when the tidal water flooded the marsh, but little removal occurred when the marsh did not flood.  The CHL in the TSA zone maintained it's biomass over the season compared to West and last year, although peak standing stock didn't look to be much different (perhaps a smidge higher in Sweeney compared to Sweeney 2003).  Other zones don't show much difference in total chl or seasonality.  Algal species diversity was not strikingly different.  There is a pre-existing difference (greater chl in West compared to Sweeney in almost all habitats) that has to be accounted for; this hasn’t been done yet. Critters up on the marsh surface showed dramatic differences – lots more Orchestia and isopods in Sweeney compared to West.  Oddly, some inverts seem to have gone down in fertilized mudflats; No obvious differences in decomp, microbial productivity, whole system metabolism, suspended sediment load; no obvious penetration of NO3 into the porewater, even in the TSA zone - which everyone thinks is a problem with how we sampled, not a real result, especially since the TSA looks like it responded to the treatment.  


For details see the presentations posted on the TIDE web page. 

Treatment Priorities for 2005 Season (in order of priority) 

1) Sweeney manipulations – as last year.  

2) 15N  isotope additions – Sweeney – both treatments; West – perhaps only the regular reference. We will do a 15N addition to Sweeney (moderate level, both branches, short time period in mid-July) and to West (reference only; high level, long time (hopefully 5 weeks), start the same time as Sweeney).  Lots of pro's and con's to everything we thought about, but this seemed optimal for both biogeochemistry and food webs. This plan will be refined with the input received at the meeting to best met everyone’s goals, given we have only 30K to spend on isotope.

3) Increase replication of whole creek treatments  – everyone agreed this was very important.  The problem is the manpower to do the manipulations and then to sample.  Unanimous agreement that the first priority in adding new treatments would be the straight nutrient addition (Clubhead fertilization) at same nutrient level as Sweeney.  We did discuss the advantages /disadvantages of waiting another year and of using a different fertilization level.  Decided that we will absolutely do nutrient addition in Clubhead at same level as Sweeney this year.  Mike will do calculations and think about the logistics to determine if Clubhead needs one or two drippers to do both branches. 

4) Clubhead/Nelson fish manipulations- this may be more than we can do.  Mike and Linda will think about all the logistics involved and work on a plan.  If we cannot do the fish manipulations this year, we may decide to only fertilize the non-fish manipulation branch of Clubhead.  Rationale being to keep the treatments consistent, even if we do them in different calendar years.  Thus, the fish manipulation should start the same year as the fertilization in a branch, as we did in Sweeney.  This would mean that we would bring the Clubhead nutrient and fish removal branch on in 2006 as well as the Nelson Fish removal branch.  The disadvantage is fewer years of treatment.  

Sampling adjustments: 

1) The benthic folks need to keep the number of samples they process about the same.  Given that we are upping the number of treatment areas, they need to cut down on the number of samples they are taking in a treatment.  Under consideration is dropping the Filamentous Algae and Short S. A. habitats.  Main argument is that they are both small areas of the marsh and thus minor to the 'big picture'.  David and John (and Sallie), however, are fascinated with the FA zone, so they may sample it anyway. They are going to drop the number of transects they sample and up the number of replicates in a treatment.  We are negotiating - they have proposed T2 only, n=6 in a habitat within a treatment.  I countered with T1 & T2; n= 3 at each habitat (total n in habitat within a treatment = 6). Bruce and I like the T1 &T2 spread it out to cover the bases, ignore it if it doesn't matter argument.  John prefers to focus on the small-scale variability at one location. David is caught in the middle.  

2) We will continue to sample Chl in all the habitats, but will drop T3 if T3 is dropped for the inverts because we sample at the same time to save on human disturbance. 

3) We will also add litter bags up on the marsh surface because this samples a different community type they do not get with the cores and showed a big difference in invertebrate abundance. 

4) Suspended sediment folks will drop the ditch-no ditch emphasis as Lynsey has plenty of data for her thesis. 

5) Hydrology will receive more focused attention by Carl and Joe this summer.  ADV deployment and other toys as available.  

6) We will need to build more small boardwalks or put down grids to protect the marsh in some areas next year.  The Ipswich Conservation Commission is very worried about our trampling impact. 
